uses the terms referential partitive and predicative partitive comparatives for conjunctive and prepositional comparatives, respectively. She bases her terminology on her semantic analysis. As far as I can see, our terminologies are extensionally equivalent. 
INTRODUCTION
In Slovenian, the comparative complement can be headed either by the conjunction kot, as in (1a), or by the preposition od, as in (1b). I call the two types of comparative structures conjunctive and prepositional, respectively. The objective of this paper is to compare the acceptability of the two types of structures with respect to certain syntactic and morphological factors.
(1) a. Pancheva (2006: 252) observes that in Polish and Serbo-Croatian, temporal adverbials are not acceptable in comparative complements of prepositional comparatives, (2)-(3). 1 The same holds for Slovenian, (4). Pancheva suggests the possibility that such examples are ungrammatical due to "caseresistance on the part of yesterday, or a problem with the topicalization of the adverb" Pancheva (2006: 251) . Neither of these suggestions can work: in (5), adverb zjutraj is a complement of preposition od (here meaning 'from'), and the complex temporal adverbial od zjutraj do pete ure popoldne is most likely the topic.
(5) Od zjutraj do pete ure popoldan sem bila tega from in the morning to fifth hour in the afternoon be be this gen.f.sg. gen.f.sg.
1.sg. ptc.f.du. gen.m.sg.
dne pri Jani, ob petih pa sta prišli še mama in sestra. day at J at five but be come also mother and sister gen.m.sg. loc.f.sg. loc.pl.
1.du. ptc.f.du. nom.f.sg. nom.f.sg.
'From the morning to five PM, I was at Jana's that day, and at five my mother and sister also arrived.' (FidaPlus: Jana 3662) Pancheva also notes that in Russian temporal adverbials are acceptable in comparative complements of prepositional comparatives, (6), although not with any kind of adverbial. For example, place adverbials are unacceptable (*moskovskogo 'Moscow-ADJ.GEN.') and not even any temporal adverbial will do (*prošlogodnego 'last year-ADJ.GEN.') (2006: 251).
(6) Maša segodnja veselee včerašnego. M today jollier yesterday adj.gen. 'Masha is jollier today than yesterday. ' (Russian) It is the objective of this paper to answer Pancheva's call for further cross-linguistic research on the topic by exploring the patterns of acceptability of prepositional comparatives in Slovenian with respect to various syntactic and morphological factors, while additionally contrasting them with conjunctive comparatives.
A NOTE ON TERMINOLOGy
The literature on comparatives usually distinguishes clausal comparatives (7), where than introduces a clause (which is most often reduced), and phrasal comparatives (8), where than introduces a single phrase (see e.g. Lechner 2004 ). Complements of than in clausal comparatives are uncontroversially taken to be derived from full clauses by some kind of ellipsis, (7a). On the other hand, the question whether the same holds for phrasal comparatives is one of the central issues of the debate. Proponents of the ellipsis analysis argue that phrasal comparatives such as (8) are simply the endpoint of ellipsis, (8a). On the contrary, proponents of the direct analysis hold that there is no covert structure in phrasal comparatives, (8b). 2 (7) The book is longer than the article is.
a. The book is longer than the article is long. (8) The book is longer than the article.
a. The book is longer than the article is long. b. The book is longer than the article.
Using the notions of clausal and phrasal comparatives as the primary classificatory tool is useful for languages such as English, where-with respect to the phonological form-a single lexical item introducing the comparative complement can be found (than in English). however, having more than one phonologically distinct comparative complement head is certainly a better hint to the diversity of comparative structures. In Slovenian I therefore primarily distinguish between comparatives employing the conjunction kot and the preposition od as the comparative complement head, dubbing them conjunctive and prepositional comparatives, respectively. 3
The non-elided phrases in the comparative complement of conjunctive (clausal) comparatives are usually called remnants, and their counterparts with the same grammatical function in the matrix clause associates. I adopt the same terminology for prepositional comparatives (without an a priori commitment to the ellipsis analysis of prepositional comparatives).
3 SLOVENIAN DATA The primary objective of this section is to provide data on the acceptability of different varieties of prepositional comparative structures in Slovenian. To provide a background for the endeavour, conjunctive comparatives are examined first, since-as will become clear shortly-their behaviour is more stable across speakers. To provide a clear parallel between the two kinds of structures, only conjunctive comparatives with a single remnant will be considered, such as (9a)-(9b). In comparative clauses with several remnants, such as (9), all the restrictions valid for single remnants apply simultaneously. Thus, (9) is acceptable since both (9a) and (9b) are acceptable.
The acceptability of comparative structures is investigated with respect to three dimensions. The first one is the morphological environment of the comparative morpheme: amount and quality comparatives are distinguished. 4 Amount comparatives are used for comparision of amounts of objects. Comparative determiners are typical examples of amount comparatives. In Slovenian, the amount comparative morpheme is več. It can be a part of morphologically complex words such as večkrat 'more times' or največ 'most'; standalone, as in (10), več 'more' functions as a comparative determiner.
5
Quality comparatives compare the degree to which the objects exhibit a certain gradable property. A typical quantity comparative is a comparative adjective. There are two forms of the quality comparative morpheme in Slovenian: the synthetic form -(ej)š-and the analytic form bolj 'more'.
The other two dimensions are the syntactic environments of the comparative morpheme and the associate; specifically, the grammatical function of the major phrases containing them. The grammatical functions investigated in this paper are the following: (nominative) subject (S); 6
• (nominative) subject (S);
• locative adverbial (L);
• temporal adverbial (T);
• other adverbials (Adv);
• predicate (P).
I will refer to various types of comparative structures along the second and third dimension as X comparatives and X-associate comparatives, respectively, where X is any of the above grammatical functions. For examples of various types of comparative structures see the following subsection.
Conjunctive comparatives
This section provides the data on conjunctive comparatives. Most combinations along the above described dimensions yield an acceptable construction.
7
Below I provide several examples, illustrating for every dimension all possible variation within the dimension. 8 The data is summarized in Table 1. (10) Včeraj je prišlo več študentov kot danes.
yesterday be come more student than today 3.sg. ptc.3.n.sg. ptc.3.n.sg. conj.
'More students came yesterday than today.' (am, S, T-ass)
6 Dative subjects were not investigated. My intuition is that they behave like nominative subjects and not like dative objects. 7 Several combinations are not possible for reasons independent of comparatives. In Tables 1 and  2 , they are marked as non-available. 8 Listing all logically possible combinations (2*8*8=128) results in a list that is too long to include.
In the following examples, the type of a comparative structure is given next to its translation. For example, consider what could be a quality P DO-associate comparative. The closest candidate might be formed by a "gradable" transitive verb such as prehitevati 'be too fast'. However, such verbs take measure phrases as (accusative) direct objects. When forming a P-comparative, the direct object is prohibited, (i)-actually, the analysis of (i) as a DO-comparative is probably preferable.
(i) Ta ura zaostaja bolj (*pet minut) kot tista.
this watch be too fast more five minutes than that. 'This watch is (*five minutes) slower than that one.' 'Janko is prouder of his mother than his father.' (q, P, PO-ass) As the summary in Table 1 shows, all structurally possible varieties of amount comparatives are (more or less) acceptable. In quality comparatives, the situation is different. There are two classes of unacceptable combinations: (i) most of Adv-and P-associate comparatives, and (ii) half of the structures where the comparative morpheme is embedded in the associate (henceforth CIA comparatives).
We first turn to Adv-and P-associate quality comparatives. Their general unacceptability is exemplified by (23) and (24); 9 cf. parallel amount comparatives (25), which are perfectly well-formed. Adv and P comparatives ( (26)- (27), and the already given (21) Intended: 'The professors that were brought the letter by the students were more beautiful than the professors that were sent the letter.' (q, IO, P-ass) 'The students were quicker in sending the letter to the head than in bringing it to him.' (q, Adv, P-ass)
Next, consider CIA comparatives. S-, IO-, L-and T-CIA comparatives 11 are unacceptable, (28)- (31). Since there can be only one predicate per sentence, it was already shown in the discussion of P-associate quality comparatives that P-CIA comparatives are acceptable, (27). Example (32) Intended: 'The morning when they took a bath in the river was colder than the evening when they did that.' (q, T, T-ass)
Finally, note that although speakers differ in their judgements on the above data (the question marks in Table 1 are actually mainly the average of polarized judgements), there is a sharp difference between acceptable and unacceptable sentences. Sentences were judged on a scale from 1 to 5. There is a gap from 2 to 3. No average score falls within this area: all unacceptable sentences have the average score between 1 and 2. Thus, the partitioning into acceptable and unacceptable sentences seems well motivated.
Prepositional comparatives
Compared to conjunctive comparatives, prepositional comparatives are in general much more restricted: only S-and DO-associate comparatives are acceptable at all. The severe unacceptability of IO-, PO-, L-, T-, Adv-and P-associate prepositional comparatives is illustrated in (35) Intended: 'Janko sent more letters to the president than to the general.' 12 (am, DO, IO-ass) Table 2 provides the data on the acceptability of S-and DO-associate comparatives. It must be emphasized, though, that the data in Table 2 is less reliable than the data in Table 1 . In contrast to conjunctive comparatives, the acceptable and unacceptable sentences are not clearly delimited: the average scores Table 2 is based on are evenly distributed. Also, their acceptability seems more idiosyncratic. For example, one of the informants accepted almost no prepositional comparatives, the only exception being quality Adv and P comparatives. The informant was disregarded in the statistics for the table.
Disclaimer provided, the general trends of acceptability that can be read off Intended: 'The boys who were trying to pass the driving license were older than the girls who were doing that. ' (q, S, S-ass) Unfortunately, the best conclusion to draw on prepositional comparatives from the above presented data might be to not jump to any rash conclusions. The situation seems even worse than anticipated by Pancheva. There is not only cross-linguistic, but also a great amount of idiolectal variation. Judgements on prepositional comparatives do not fall into clearly delimited categories, but rather form a "continuum." There is, however, a sense in which the idiolectal indeterminacy of prepositional comparatives is a welcome result for a semanticist. Comparison of Slovenian conjunctive and prepositional comparatives immediately reveals striking dissimilarities between the two. First, the distribution of prepositional comparatives is much more restricted. Second, within the (at least partially) acceptable paradigms, conjunctive comparatives exhibit some clear strucutral restrictions (prohibition against Adv-associate, P-associate and CIA quality comparatives, both modulo the exclusion of Adv and P comparatives), whereas the restrictions on such prepositional comparatives are less clearly defined, and actually more aptly called tendencies than restrictions. These differences present a serious problem for any reduced clause analysis of prepositional comparatives. In a nutshell, Slovenian provides an argument against a reduced clause analysis of prepositional comparatives.
Of course, this does not mean that no phrasal comparatives have a clausal source. It has only been argued that prepositional comparatives, which are all phrasal, do not have a clausal source. Obviously, Slovenian conjunctive comparatives with a single remnant have a clausal source, although they are phrasal. So, in a language such as English, it only makes sense to claim that certain phrasal comparatives are structurally ambiguous between the conjunctive and prepositional structure, the former having a clausal source and the latter not. (Given the results of section 3.2, I would of course predict that not all English phrasal comparatives are ambiguous in this way.) 14 I turn to the question where the difference between conjunctive and prepositional comparatives could come from. The answer I will try to provide is by no means exhaustive, but rather a pointer for further research.
The first thing to note is that while Slovenian preposition od can only introduce the comparative complement of a comparative adjective or adverb, conjunction kot can also be used in several other types of "comparative" structures, (51) 'Are we as beautiful as our country? ' (FidaPlus: VECER 408) 14 Also note that arguing against a reduced (full) clause analysis does not immediately imply a direct analysis. Pancheva (2006) , for example, argues for a reduced small clause analysis of prepositional comparatives.
